Commonwealth of Kentucky
Division for Air Quality

PERMIT STATEMENT OF BASIS

ProPOSED/FINAL MINOR REVISION OF TITLEV PeErRMIT: No. V-99-050 (REVISION 2)
Dow CORNING CORPORATION
CARROLLTON, KENTUCKY 41008
November 15, 2001
COMPLETED BY. JLL BERTELSON, P.E.

SOURCE DESCRIPTION:

Dow Corning Corporation is a synthetic organic chemica manufacturing industry (SOCMI) faling under
SIC code Group 28. The primary operation at the Carrollton plant conssts of the manufacturing of
slicone-based compounds. The primary raw materids at the plant are silicon, methanol, hydrochloric acid,
and methyl chloride. The methanol and hydrochloric acid are combined to produced methyl chloride, which
is then reacted with the silicon metd to produce various slicone-based chemicals.

The plant dso includes severa support activities such as Utilities, Waste Treatment, Quaity Assurance
Laboratories, Barge Unloading, Product Shipping and Research & Development (labs and pilot plants).

CREDIBLE EVIDENCE:

This permit contains provisons which require that specific test methods, monitoring or recordkeeping be
used as a demondration of compliance with permit limits. On February 24, 1997, the U.S. EPA
promulgated revisons to the following federd regulations. 40 CFR Part 51, Sec. 51.212; 40 CFR Part 52,
Sec. 52.12; 40 CFR Part 52, Sec. 52.30; 40 CFR Part 60, Sec. 60.11 and 40 CFR Part 61, Sec. 61.12,
that alow the use of credible evidence to establish compliance with gpplicable requirements. At the
issuance of this permit, Kentucky has not incorporated these provisonsin itsar qudity regulaions.

APPLICATION COMMENTS:

I. Initid Issuance, Log # E805

I1. Significant revison, Log # 53629, 53447
[11. Minor revision, Log # 53465



I. INITIAL ISSUANCE, LOG # E805

COMMENTS:

a. Typeof control and efficiency:
In addition to many loca control devices, the primary control strategy for the plant isthe Vent Header
System (VHS), a complex collection and transport system for most of the mgor vents in the plant.
Severd hundred affected facilities are tied into the VHS and the centra control device in this system
isanaturd gasfired thermd oxidizer, T-10. The T-10 Unit has most recently been tested in 1991 and
1995. The testing was performed in accordance with NSPS requirements (40 CFR 60 Subparts
NNN, RRR, Kb).

Alternative control strategies under the VHS are the P-10 recycle mode and the B-2 Scrubber.

b. Emisson factors and their source:
A combination of AP-42 emisson factors, materid baance, Ste testing and vendor guarantees have
been used to estimate emissonsin the application.

c. Applicable Regulations:
(Note: The following list does not include any generdly gpplicable regulations)
Regulation 401 KAR 51:017 (40 CFR 52.21) appliesto the 703 and 766 Boilers
Regulation 401 KAR 59:435 (40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc) applies to the 766 Boiler.
Regulation 401 KAR 60:042 (40 CFR 60 Subpart Db) appliesto the 767 Bailer.
Regulation 401 KAR 61:015 applies to the 600, 601, 657 Boilers and the 1114, 3201, 2202
Furnaces.
Regulation 401 KAR 59:015 appliesto the 703, 766, 767 Boiler and the 2211, 3600, 5250 Furnaces.
Regulation 401 KAR 59:725 (40 CFR 60 Subpart NNN) gppliesto severd didtillation units at the plant
(see permit for details).
Regulation 401 KAR 60:700 (40 CFR 60 Subpart RRR) appliesto severd reactor sysems at the plant
(see permit for details).
Regulation 401 KAR 59:485 (40 CFR 60 Subpart Kb) appliesto severd storage vessdls at the plant
(see permit for details).
Regulation 401 KAR 63:101 (40 CFR 63 Subpart F) appliesto the D-1, D-10 and Barge Unloading
Aress.
Regulation 401 KAR 63:160 (40 CFR 63 Subpart H) appliesto the pipeine equipment in the D-1, D-
10 and Barge Unloading Aress.
Regulation 401 KAR 59:010 applies to al the sources of non-combustion, process particulate
emissons a the Carrollton plant.
Regulation 401 KAR 63:070 (40 CFR 63 Subpart D) applies to plant-wide emissions of hazardous
ar pollutants (HAPS).
Regulation 401 KAR 63:010 appliesto fugitive dust emissions from the Filter Press Storage Area.

d. Regulaionsthat are not applicable:
1. For specific affected facilities Many of the NSPS facilities (distillation columns, reectors, storage
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vessals) are exempt from the corresponding NSPS standards. For specific reasons of exemption,
please see Section B of the permit.
2. Site-wide non-gpplicable regulations and the reasons for exemption are covered in Section J of the

permit.

e. Source-specific proposdls:
1. Emission and Operating Caps Description:

i. Ealy Reductions Emission Cap:
Dow Corning Corporation is covered by 401 KAR 63:070 (40 CFR 63 Subpart D),
Regulations Governing Compliance Extensons for Early Reductions of Hazardous Air
Pollutants. Based on a 90% reduction of their 1988 base year HAP emissons, Dow Corning
will be subject to an enforceable emissions cap of 33.4 tpy of hazardous air pollutants.

ii. Synthetic Minors:
Dow Corning has previoudy received the following synthetic minor permits:
C-88-068, (Namex Expansion) issued April 28, 1988 for VOC and PM 1o emissons.
C-89-015, (Namex Wastewater Upgrade) issued March 6, 1989 for VOC emissions.
C-91-155 (MCDS Project) issued October 25, 1991 for VOC emissions.

2. Ste-wide Netting Description:
The three synthetic minor permits listed above contain a 40 tpy cap for emissions of VOC. With
this permit action, the permittee has requested rdlief from the individud VOC emisson cgpsin eech
permit. Thisrequest was based on the belief that the potentia emissions from the affected facilities
covered in these permits were over-estimated in the origind congtruction permit gpplications. After
severd years of actud operation of these affected facilities, rdiable data is now available to
determine their true potentid.

The divison has agreed to relieve the permittee of the individua VOC emission cagps provided that
the permittee can demondrate the “ net sgnificant emisson increase’ for VOC islessthan 40 tpy
over the 10-year contemporaneous period dating from 1988 to 1997.

In evaluaing this netting submitta, the divison has relied upon the following information:

i. As defined in Regulation 401 KAR 51:017, Section 1(30)(b)(1), the “contemporaneous
netting” period is a 10-year period, in this case from 1988-1997. This period coincides with
the year of issuance of the earliest of the three synthetic minor permits (1988) and the year that
Dow Corning submitted the request to “net out” of the synthetic minor limits (1997).

ii. Asdefined in Regulation 401 KAR 51:017, Section 1(b), “actua emissons’ are the average
emisson rate during the preceding 2-year period. For 1988, the actua emission rate was taken
to be the average emission rate during the years 1987 and 1988. For 1997, the actud emission
rate was taken to be the average emission rate during the years 1996 and 1997.

iii. All sources of VOCs a the Dow Corning plant were considered in this netting exercise. For
sources that were not constructed in 1988, the actua emission rate was taken to be zero for
1988. For sourcesthat were no longer in existence in 1997, the actud emission rate was taken
to be zero for 1997.



The emission change for each source of VOC over the contemporaneous netting period was
caculated as the difference between the 1997 actua emission rate and 1988 actua emission
rate.

The “net Sgnificant emission increass” for the entire plant was calculated as the sum of the
individual emisson changes.

The results of the cdculations specified in Items 4. and 5. above have been tabulated in Attachment
l.LA. As seen from this table, the “net significant emisson increasg’ for VOC over the 10-year
contemporaneous period is -391.41 tpy which is less than the “Sgnificant net emisson rae’
gpecified for VOC in Regulation 401 KAR 51:017, Section 22 (40 tpy). Based on this
demondtration, the divison has concluded that the affected facilities covered in the three synthetic
minor permits did not trigger PSD gpplicability. Therefore, the divison has made a decison to
rescind the gpplicability of the three individual emisson caps of 40 tpy of VOC.

To ensure that the reductions claimed in the netting exercise are Sate- and federally-enforceable,
two significant changes have been made to the permit.

For the points with the largest reductions, individua operating/emission limits have been added

to the permit for specific emisson points as detailed below:

(& Emisson Point A2.06 - An operating requirement to vent to the T-10 therma oxidizer
90% of the time has been added to the permit.

(b) Emisson Point D1.01 - An emisson limit of 20 tpy of VOC has been added to the permit
for thisemission point.

(c) Emisson Point W.07 - An emission limit of 6 tpy of VOC has been added to the permit
for thisemisson point.

(d) Emisson Point W.09 - An emission limit of 5 tpy of VOC has been added to the permit
for thisemisson point.

Periodic monitoring, recordkegping, and testing requirements have been added at each of these

emisson points to ensure compliance with their respectively operating/emission limits,

A gdtewide cap on VOC emissions of 145 tpy has been added to the permit. The
requirements established under Early Reductions have been extended to VOC sources to
ensure compliance with the VOC emission cap. The permitteeis now required to keep records
of actual VOC emissons from each source of VOC and rolling 12-month totals of VOC
emissons. These emissons are to be reported on a 6-month basis.

PusLic AND U.S. EPA ReviEW:

On December 24, 1997, the public notice on availability of the draft permit and supporting materia for
comments by persons affected by the plant was published in the newspaper of largest circulation in Carroll
County. The public comment period expired 30 days from the date of publication. During thistime, the
only comments received were from Dow Corning in a letter dated January 22, 1998. The divison's
response to these commentsisincluded in Attachment 1.B. to this section.
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Concurrently, the draft permit and al supporting materiads were made available to U.S. EPA, Region IV
for review. The 45-day EPA review period adso began on December 24, 1997. In an eectronic
transmission dated January 29, 1998, U.S. EPA provided severd comments on the draft permit. The
divison’s response to these commentsis included in Attachment 1.C. to this section.

Asaresult of the comments received from Dow Corning and U.S. EPA, there are severd changesin the
proposed permit from the draft permit. All of these changes have been specificaly identified in Attachments
I.B. and I.C. Since the changes made to the permit are considered sgnificant, apublic notice on availability
of the proposed permit will be published soliciting public comments for a period of 30 days beginning with
the publication of the notice.



ATTACHMENT I.A.

PSD NETTING SUMMARY TABLE



ATTACHMENT I.B.

RESPONSE TO DOW CORNING COMMENTS

From: Adam T. McNeese SMTP.atm@dcrn.e-mail.com|

Sent:

To:

Monday, July 13, 1998 11:22 AM
Pole, Kumar (NREPC, DAQ)

Subject:  Comments from Dow Corning to DAQ - 1/22/98

DOW CORNING COMMENTS, TITLEV DRAFT PERMIT

A.

1.

Under "PERMIT STATEMENT OF BASIS'

p. 1. Under primary raw materids, list should indlude "slicon”, not "slica’. Hazards and handling
requirements are different for these two very different components.

Response - Kentucky DAQ (KDAQ) concurs with this comment. The gppropriate changes have
been made to the Statement of Basis.

p.2:lteme a RE: early reductions cap:

30.3 tpy of hazardous air pollutants should read 33.4 tpy (basis: 303.3 Mglyr '88 basdine year
emissions, therefore AEL at 90% = 30.3 Mg/yr dlowable or 33.4 tpy).

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. The appropriate changes have been made to the
Statement of Basis.

p. 3: Itemb; Concurrent with this comments letter, Dow Corning has written and submitted awaiver
request to D.Nedy, USEPA concerning the requirement for an opacity monitor for 767 boiler while
using fue oil as abackup fud.

Response - At the time of release of the draft permit, the waiver request had not been submitted.
Since that time, Dow Corning has submitted the request and U.S. EPA has generally gpproved the
request provided certain requirements are added to the permit. KDAQ has aso reviewed and
approved the request. The appropriate changes have aso been made to the permit.

Under actual " DRAFT"

Page4,item1 RE: Boiler 767 comments:

As currently and correctly identified under "Operating Limitations', Both 766 and 703 boilers have
operating limitations for natural gas and 767 has only an operating limitation for fuel oil. Therefore,
under Compliance Demongration Methods, item b.) the heat input calculaion should apply only to
703 and 766 boilers, not 767 boiler. This changeis aso congstent with the monitoring requirements
lisged on p. 7 (4.aiii) for boilers 703 and 766. (Note: 703 and 766 permits were PSD permits).
Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. The Compliance Demongtration Methods have been
separated S0 that the requirements for each boiler are clearly spelled out. Heat input calculations are
only required for the 703 and 766 boilers. The method of heat input caculations has been changed
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asaresult of EPA comments (see Response to U.S. EPA comments). The 767 boiler has operating
regtrictions on the use of fud ail only and corresponding Compliance Demondtration requirements have
been added to the permit.

Page 6, 3.a. comments:

Concerning the requirement for emisson testing of dl boilers during the permit term(except 767), Dow
Corning continues to find it objectionable and unreasonable to require an emissonstest for each of its
three smaller (60's vintage and less than 60M mbtw/each) boilers 600, 601, and 657. Thesethree are
primarily in standby mode and may or may not continue to be maintained and operationa during the
permit term. To automaticaly require a performance test irrepective of the operationa status of these
unitsis problematic. In addition, the revant emisson standards (SO2 and PM 10 only) for these units
are quite easly met by usng the same low sulfur-content fue ails as the larger NSPS boilers. The
combination of the high regulatory alowables and the cleaner fud (see atached chart) resultsin avery
high probatility of successful performance.  Dow Corning holds to its pogtion that an autometic test
requirement is a very unnecessary “discretionary” requirement to be imposed, with little/no
environmenta benefit. Asan dternative, Dow Corning would accept amore practica gpplication of
thistesting requirement for these particular units which could be triggered if during any two
consecutive years a given unit operates at grester than a 30% annud capacity factor.  (Reference our
10/7/97 comment Memo)

Response - KDAQ partialy concurs with certain aspects of this comment. These units have never
been tested and as such compliance has never been demongrated for these units. Thus, a requirement
to test may have more than the inggnificant benefit that Dow perceives. However, taking into account
the limited operationd status of these boilers, KDAQ has decided to defer the testing which will now
be triggered if any of these units operate a a annua capacity factor greater than 30% during any
consecutive 12-month period. The permit language has been changed accordingly.

Page 6, 3.c. comments:

Thereis no underlying requirement to justify the provision for requiring testing of naturd gas for sulfur
content. This provison should be removed. (This change would then be consstent with the wording
found on page 7, 4.a. iii, Specific Monitoring Requirements, "The sulfur content of each type of fue
oil burned.")

Response - KDAQ has examined this issue and concluded that testing of netural gas for sulfur content
is not intended nor necessary. Accordingly, Condition 4.aiii. has been reworded as suggested by
Dow Corning.

Page 7, 4.b and c. Comments:

Dow Corning interprets the monitoring required to be performed as ether "b" or "'c"; the former having
to do with adaily log recording "normd™ visible emissons from the stack, the latter having to do with
what to do when "abnormd" visble emissons are observed. Thereis till an apparent contradiction
in the wording offered in "b.iii" and "c" to address "vishle" emissons. It isclear that the intention of
"C" isto address only abnormd vishleemissons This comment is condstent with previous discussons
with the Divison.

Response - KDAQ has examined this issue and concluded that NO visble emissons monitoring is
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required when naturd gas or fud oil No. 2 are the fuels used. Vigble emissons monitoring is ill
required when fue oil No. 6 isused in any bailer.

Dow Corning has misunderstood the monitoring requirements. The requirements are not a choice
between“b” or “c” but are a 2-step process conssting of “b” AND “¢”. Thefirgt step is mandatory
and conggs of obsarving each stack and noting whether or not visible emissons were obsarved. This
sep isintended to provide an assurance that visble emissons are, in fact, being monitoring routingly
in an effort to determine compliance with the applicable standards. The permittee is required to
maintain records of these observations.

The second step is predicated on the results of the first step; it is required only if ANY abnorma
emissons are obsarved. If any abnorma visble emissions are observed, the permittee is required to
record the following information:

(1) Thecolor of the emissons,

(20  Whether the emissons were light or heavy;

(3) Thetota duration of the visble emisson incident;

(4)  Thecause of the abnorma emissons, and

(5) Any corrective actions taken.

The permittee is then expected to use the records generated by Steps 1 and 2 (as necessary) to certify
compliance with the Title V permit. Given the confusion that gppears to exig with the current
language, KDAQ has modified the visible emisson monitoring requirements in an attempt to dlarify
them. Similar changes have been made to other parts of the permit where visble emissons monitoring
isrequired.

Page 17, 3. B. Comments:

Emission points W.07, W.08, W.09, and W.22 are not tanks and should not gppear on thislist. Since
these are "process vents' associated with the waste treatment area, AP42 tank calculation
methodology (per p. 18) isnot gppropriate. Also, emissions from these units have been certified "de
minimis' Early Reductions (HAP) Sources by Dow Corning (Ref. 12/5/97 Certification letter). The
monitoring provisions for these vents are dready covered on page 65, 66 of the Dréft. If these points
remain on the p.17 lig, two different cal culation methodol ogies/compliance methods will be specified
for these points within the permit.

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. Accordingly, Emission points W.07, W.08, W.09,
and W.22 have been removed from Section B - Tanks. The requirements under Section B -
Wastewater Quench & Filter Press Processes and Section B - Group Requirement 4 (Early
Reductions Requirements) continue to apply to these emisson points.

Page 27, 2. C.ii. Comments:

Correct HCl cdculation to represent "HCI" emissons cdculated from "HCl emisson factor" (Current

reading shows erroneoudy "Chloring”).

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. The gppropriate changes have been made to the

permit.

Page 41, 1.A. Comment:

The daily sampling/andysis specified in the Draft permit is redundant to the use of an andlyzer dready
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in place. Usng the andyzer datais conastent with gpplication data dready submitted for thisemisson
point. Thisanayzer typeislocated and used smilarly to the monitoring prescribed for the A10.08
anayzer described accurately in the Draft on pp. 45.

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. The monitoring prescribed for the A-2 Secondary
Recovery (Pg. 41) has been clarified to specify the use of the online andyzer, consstent with
procedures currently followed at the plant and similar to those prescribed for the A-10 Secondary
Recovery on Pg.45.

Pages 47-49,& 58 (Maintenance scrubbers B2.01, B10.01, B20.01, R10.01) Comments:

These 4 strubbers are used on an infregquent basi's during sma| reactor bed changeouts. Dow Corning
does not object to the need to record the frequency and duration of these activities. However, we do
advocate that emissions from these sources are "de minimis' Early Reductions (HAP) Sources and
should be identified in the find permit accordingly. DPR.02 is another permitted maintenance scrubber
emission point that meets"de minimis' criteria, but isnow not liged anywherein the Draft permit. This
omission should be corrected. Dow Corning anticipates the addition/use of these or other small
maintenance-only scrubbers in the near future. It must be understood that the Reactors being vented
are isolated and the processis shutdown when these infrequent scrubbing operations are performed.
Thisnormaly takesjust afew hours until Dow Corning safety personnd are certain the solid materia
in thereactor is safe for handling and remova. This occurs at a frequency of no more than oneto two
times amonth. The following quaifying condition included in the permit would be acceptable to Dow
Corning to establish the "de minimis' nature of these units " The equipment shal vent to the scrubber
only during periods of shutdown for maintenance activities'. (Thiswording is extracted directly from
acurrent permit for one of these smdl units)

Response - Emisson points B2.01, B10.01, B20.01 and R10.01 were dready included in the draft
permit. Emissons Point DPR.02 has been added to the permit in the “de minimis’ hdf of the Early
Reductions Section. Additiondly, a complete list of Early Reduction emisson points that are
consdered “de minimis’ has been added to the Early Reductions Section of the permit. This should
address Dow’ s concerns with regards to these emission points.

It should be noted thet designation of an emission point as“de minimis’ does not exempt that emisson
point from any Early Reductions requirements. This designation was developed interndly by KDAQ
purdy as means of differentiating the larger emisson points from the amdler ones. We believe thiswill
enable us (Dow and KDAQ) to target our resources on those emisson points that account for the bulk
of the HAP emissons.

Page 52, 53 comments:

"Process feed rates’ are a confidentia portion of our gpplication/certification and as such would not

be a better representative parameter than "vent feed rate’. As such, vent feed rate should be the

emisson compliance measurement.  Consistent with condition 4. A. "vent feed rate’ would be an

acceptable record requirement in place of "processfeed rate” @ 5. A.  Inclusion of "process feed rate’

monitoring would require Dow Corning to maintain/submit al ated records as CBI (confidentia

business information).

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. The incluson of “process feed rates’ was a
typographical error. Maintenance of records of the “process feed rates’ was neither intended nor

necessary since emissions are not a function of the “process feed rates’. Condition 5.a has been

changed to require records of the vent feed rate instead. Other instances of this error have aso been
corrected.
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10.

11.

Page 59 comment:

Basad on higtoricdl testing and corrdations, Dow Corning has previoudy documented for the Divison
that the presence of formaldehyde at the listed vents is due to the "leskage’ of air "into" the process
system because it is under vacuum. When air enters these processes, the unwanted byproduct
formadehyde formsin trace amounts (5-10 ppm) in the vapor space. Nitrogen carries this byproduct
out the vent stack. The emission rates have been shown to be independent of process rate and Dow
Corning has accordingly certified these points as 'de minimis Early Reductions Sources for HAPs.
(Reference 12/5/97 Title V' Recertification)

Currently no vent flow rate instruments exist a these points, however, vacuum pump capacity and
Nitrogen flow rates are known. Worgt case calculations (at system capacity) have been submitted
and reviewed by the Divigon which show an emisson rate 10X lower than that which would trigger
RACT. Wedon't agree that avent flow instrument on each of these vent pointsis warranted given
the low levels of HAP emissons. No changein processis anticipated over the permit term that would
change therate or tota trace amount of this pollutant.

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment. Requirements for the F and L Areas have been
changed accordingly.

Page 65, 66 comments:

Based on over twenty data points from historica testing and sampling over the last severd years, Dow
Corning has provided the Divison evidence to document the HAP "de minimis' datus of these
quencher units (W.07, W.08, W.09, W.22) for any regulated air pollutants. The cdl for monthly or
quarterly sampling and testing from these units is a burdensome requirement given the smal ppm
concentrations of afew HAPs. Greater than 99.9% of the vent is nitrogen and/or hydrogen and
methane/ethane. Dow Corning would suggest a a maximum an annua sampling/testing requirement,
but even this seems unnecessary given the cons stent results from these negligible emisson points.
Response - KDAQ does not concur with this comment. KDAQ continues to believe that monthly
or quarterly sampling is appropriate for emission points W.07, W.08, W.09 and W.22 which do not
qualify as de minimis activities (and cannot be considered “negligible’).

Although the absolute concentration of HAPs in the vent stream from these unitsis smdl, even asmdl
change in concentration is sufficient to cause alarge change in emissons given the large volume of the
vent sreams.  Caculations submitted by Dow in the Netting Application indicate that the emissions
potentia of these pointsisas high as 6.8 tpy of MeCl. Given these facts, KDAQ bdieves the sampling
requirements as written are gppropriate.

Dow Corning's gpplication updated its previous cd culaions and certification for a post-1997 quencher
unit to be designated emisson point W.24. This was ds0 certified as meeting 'de minimis Early
Reductions source criteria. 1t however has not been included in the current Draft. Dow Corning
requests that this oversight be corrected.

Response - KDAQ regrets the oversight. DPR Quench Unit W.24 has been added to the permit
in the Early Reductions Section asa“de minimis’ activity.
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12.

13.

Page 69 , item 8 comment:

"Source-wide" is understood by Dow Corning to be "ste or facility-wide' and not just limited to those
sources identified in the listing on pp. 67 and 68. The Divison should congder some additiona
clarifying language to avoid misunderstandings down the road.

Response - KDAQ concurs with Dow Corning's understanding that  “source-wide” implies al
sources of VOC with the Dow Corning plant premises and is not restricted to merely those emission
points that are identified on Pages 67 and 68. A table (see pages 72-75 of the permit) has been
added to the permit that specificaly identifies dl VOC emission sources that are subject to the source-
wide emissions cgp for VOC.

(Dow comment 12 continued) By way of further explanation, the proposd for astewide VOC cap

is one that makes good environmenta sense in Dow Corning's opinion. Currently there are no VOC

limits for any process units operating before roughly a 1990 timeframe. It's conceivable that actud
emissions could rise as high as the totd cumulative listed potentia to emit. The Statement of Basis
document ligsthisas 407 tpy. By accepting anew totd fadility-wide cap of 145 tpy for VOCs, Dow

Corning would be showing its continuing commitment to the environment now and in the future.

Response - Snce the time of rdlease of the draft permit, Dow Corning has submitted to the Divison,

aNetting Application. This netting submittal demongtrates that Dow Corning is able to “net out” of

the three previous synthetic minors. This diminates the carry-over of the three previous synthetic minor
limitsfor VOCs,

Sgnificant changes were made to the permit in the Group Requirements Section as a result of this

action, indluding:

1. Remova of the three synthetic minor limits for VOC.

2. A Group Reguirement Section has been retained for VOC. This section now documents that Dow
Corning has submitted a Netting Application and that this gpplication demongtrates that Dow
Corning isableto “net out” of previous synthetic minors.

3. A fadlity-wide emissons cap of 145 tpy of VOC has been established.

Page 73-75 Comment:

Severd minor (de minimis) Early Reductions (HAP) emission points are not lised in the Draft currently
on the 'Source list. Emisson points B20.01, B20.03, DPR.02 are currently permitted and in
operation. These have been overlooked and omitted from the Draft and need to beincluded in this
lig. Data has been submitted previoudy to the Divison for each of these emisson points. The
post-1997 ingdlation of quencher W.24 is aso not included in thislig.

Response - Emisson points B20.01 and B20.03 are dready included in the draft permit. The
confuson may stem from the fact that Dow congders them de minimis but KDAQ does not.
Therefore, they appear in the permit as sSgnificant HAP sources, not in the de minimis section (see
pages 49 and 80 respectively).

KDAQ concurs that emission points DPR.02 and W.24 were not included in the draft. They have
now been added to the permit.

Given the difficulty that exists with respect to locating emisson points in generd, KDAQ has added
two new indexes to the permit - Thefirst, added to the Early Reductions section, lists each source of
HAPs that is part of the Early Reductions gpplication. The second, added to VOC Group

11



14.

Requirements, will consst of aglobd list of dl VOC emisson points. Both lists are indexed with the
page number(s) on which each emission point appears.

Page 77, 6. A. Comment:

De minimis definition should be changed to either uncontrolled "or" controlled (versus "and’)
emissons. Asan example, given that smdl intermittent-use maintenance scrubbers are frequently used
in various areas of the plant (See pp.47-49, 58 comments above), and have been included in Dow
Corning's Source definition. If a 99% efficient unit is utilized and easly stays below an actud
"controlled" emisson rate of say 600 Ibslyear, it would not however meet the "uncontrolled” criteria
specified. Permit reopenings would be frequent gpart from this change. Dow Corning contends that
ether "controlled" or "uncontrolled" criteria should therefore be sufficient to determine an individua
emisson point's de minimis satus.

Response - KDAQ disagrees with this comment. KDAQ would like to emphass again that a
definition of “de minimis” was developed soldly to establish the level of monitoring, recordkegping and
reporting (MRR) activities required depending upon the potentia of each Early Reductions emission
point. KDAQ defined a“de minimis’ emisson point as one that “that has potentid to emit less than
uncontrolled ten (10) percent and controlled emissions less than one (1) percent of the source wide
threshold”. While the emission thresholds (10% and 1%) were somewhat arbitrarily chosen, KDAQ
firmly believes that the 2-criteria (both uncontrolled and controlled) approach is the proper and logicd
choice.

Thisis best demongtrated using the example given above. The source with a controlled PTE of 600
Ibs meets the criteria of controlled emissionslessthan 1% of the sourcewide threshold (33.4 tpy). If
we use the “uncontrolled OR controlled” (versus"AND"™) definition proposed by Dow and neglect the
uncontrolled PTE of 60,000 Ibs [600/(1-0.99)], the emissions source would be considered “de
minimis’ with minima MRR requirements. However, this goproach overlooks the fact thet a control
device with an assumed 99% efficiency islimiting the PTE to 600 Ibs. If the scrubber efficiency were
to drop down to even 98.5%, the controlled PTE now becomes 900 |bs, which is greater than 1% of
the sourcewide threshold (33.4 tpy).

Clearly then, the scrubber isinstrumentd in deciding whether or not the emission sourceisde minimis
and some MRR activities must be prescribed for the scrubber to provide some reasonable assurance
that it is meeting an operationd efficiency of 99% on a continuing basis. Using the gpproach proposed
by Dow, no MRR requirements would be necessary for the scrubber since the emissions source would
dready be consdered de minimis.

On the other hand, using the approach proposed by KDAQ), the emission source does not meet the
definition of de minimis since the uncontrolled PTE is 60,000 which is greater than 10% of the
sourcewide threshold (33.4 tpy). With this gpproach, it becomes immediately apparent that MRR
activities are necessary for the scrubber.

As demongrated by this example, KDAQ believes both uncontrolled and controlled emissons
potentidls must be consdered in determining de minimis emissons sources. No changes were made
to the permit as aresult of this comment.
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15. Pages 82 to 86 Insgnificant Activities Section , Comment:

Dow Corning notesthet al of the generdly-described activities listed and certified in its application
(Reference 7007 Form DD, 12/5/97 Submittal) have not been included in the Draft. Dow Corning
believes it is important to address these activities in some way within the Permit, so there is no
misunderstanding with the Divigon in future years during ingpections/audits, etc. Also, Dow Corning
notes that these same activities have been included in other Title V permits for mgor sources and
should be congstent in our permit with previous determinations.

Response - KDAQ regrets the oversght. The activities certified as inggnificant on Form DD have
been added to the permit in Section C, Item 21.  Miscdlaneous:
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ATTACHMENT I.C.

RESPONSE TO U.S. EPA COMMENTS

ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION

Date: January 29, 1998

Kumar Pole, Kentucky DAQ
Thomas Adams, Kentucky DAQ

From: Yolanda Adams, EPA Region 4

ubj: EPA Informal Commentson Draft Title V Permit
Facility: Dow Corning Cor poration, Carrollton, Kentucky

Bdow are informa comments from EPA Region 4 on the above referenced source. Please cal me

at your convenience so that we may discuss our comments and your resolution. Y ou can reach me a
404/562-9116. Thanks. Yolanda

Objectionable | tems

1. Missng Applicable Requirement - Please provide information regarding the date on which the

congruction of Boiler 703 commenced. This information is being requested in order to determine
whether this boiler is subject to New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Subpart Db.  According
to the permit gpplication, Boiler 703 is not subject to NSPS Subpart Db due to its date of congtruction.
According to Section (1) of the permit, however, the boiler was “ingtaled” on September 1, 1987,
which is more than three years after the gpplicability date for Subpart Db (June 19, 1984). Therefore,
itisa least possble that the boiler isdso subject to NSPS. It isimportant to determine whether the
boiler is subject to NSPS because it will be necessary to revise the permit to include applicable Subpart
Db monitoring requirements for NO, and opacity if it is subject to NSPS.

Response - The boiler in question was congtructed and ddlivered to Dow Corning’s Midland plant in
the late 70's. The boiler was then moved to the Dow Corning plant in Carrollton, Kentucky in 1987.
While the boiler was new to Kentucky, the actud date of congtruction was prior to June 19, 1984, and
hence the Divison made a determination that the boiler was not subject to Subpart Db. The 703 Boiler
was permitted as a PSD source in Kentucky Permit C-87-059. The permit was subject to public and
U.S. EPA review.

The column that was previoudy titled “Date of Ingdlaion” has been changed to “Date of
Congruction”. Additionaly, a note has been added to the permit to clarify the actud date of
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congtruction of the 703 Boiler.

. Missing Applicable Requirement - SIP regulation 401 KAR 59:015 applies to boilers 703 and 766.
If it isthe Divison'sintent to streamline multiple gpplicable requirements on the same emissons unit,

then the procedures in White Paper 2 should be followed. The streamlined limit should list both the

sreamlined gpplicable requirement and the subsumed applicable requirement as the permit term

authority. In addition, the streamlining must be supported by an adequate technical demongtration
included in the public record for the permit.

Response - Both the 703 and 766 Boilers were permitted as PSD sources and are subject to
Regulation 401 KAR 51:017 (PSD regulation). In addition, they are subject to SIP Regulation 401
KAR 59:015. Neither of these regulations specify precise monitoring, record keeping, or reporting
requirements. Since there are no redundant or conflicting monitoring, record keeping and reporting
requirements, the question of streamlining did not arise for these two boilers.

During the Title V review process, Kentucky DAQ reexamined the emission limitations for these 2
boilers under Regulations 401 KAR 59:015 and 51:017 and concluded that the BACT emisson limits
under 51:017 were more sringent than those under 59:015. Thisbeing the case, only 51:017 weas lised
as the gpplicable requirement.

However, KDAQ has now added 59:015 as an gpplicable regulation for both the 703 and 766 Boilers
with clarification indicating that the regulation is superseded by the standards under 51:017 (PSD).

. Authority - Pursuant to part 70 regulations, 70.6(2)(1)(i), the permit shdl specify and reference the
originand authority (i.e. the gpplicable requirement upon which the term or condition is based) for each
term or condition. Even though the Divison has done this consstently throughout most of the permit,
some conditions are missing citations for origin and authority. For example, in page 4, section B(1)1.,
the permit conditions which establish operating limitations for the boilers don't have areference to their
origin and authority. The permit should be revised to meet the part 70 requirements.

Response - Kentucky DAQ has re-examined the permit for missing citations of origin and authority
and we bdlieve that al deficiencies have been corrected.

. Periodic Monitoring - The permit does not require sufficient periodic monitoring to ensure compliance
with applicable requirements for the following pollutants for each respective boiler:

Boiler 703 - Particulate matter and NO

Boiler 766 - Particulate matter and NO

Boiler 600 - Particul ate matter

Boiler 601 - Particulate matter

Boiler 657 - Particulate matter

Boiler 767 - Particulate matter
The draft permit provides for periodic tegting (i.e, testing in the 12 month period immediately preceding
the expiration of the permit) to verify compliance with the emisson limits for the referenced pollutants,
but periodic testing alone does not congtitute an acceptable periodic monitoring approach unless
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adequate judtification is provided in the permit satement of basis. Under the terms of the draft permit,
it is dso unclear what information Dow Corning would use as the basis for its annud certification of
compliance with the referenced limitsin the first few years of the permit term, since the permit does not
require testing until late in the permit term.

Response - Kentucky DAQ beieves that as long as Dow Corning burns only the fuels listed in the
permit, the boilers should be able to meet each respective emisson limit.  Combined with the
requirement for periodic testing, this should be sufficient to ensure compliance and dlow for annua
compliance certification. KDAQ has added additiond language in the permit under Compliance
Demondration Method which gates that burning only the fuels permitted is deemed to be compliance
with the emissions limitations for particulate matter, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides (with the
exception of the 767 Boiler). Additiondly, the permittee is now required to maintain records of the
type(s) of fuels burned at each boailer.

. Inaddition, from the information provided it was not clear as to whether any of the boilers addressed
in section B(1) have continuous emisson monitoring systems (CEMs) for SO,, NOy,, or opacity. For
any of the bailers that have such monitoring systems, the CEMs should be identified as the required
monitoring approach in the pecific monitoring requirementsin Section (1)4 of the permit.

Response - With the exception of the 767 Boiler, none of the boilers have CEMs for any pollutant
(nor are they required to), hence no CEMs have been identified for these boilers. The 767 Boiler is
required to have a NOx CEM pursuant to Subpart Db and this requirement has been specificaly
identified in the permit. We do not believe any additiona darification is necessary.

. As indicated in the comments submitted by Dow Corning on this draft permit, the company has
submitted arequest to EPA for awaiver of the COM requirement for boiler 767. We would like to
makeit dear, that if thiswalver is granted, the permit must contain a condition that limits the capacity
factor for fud oil to 10%.

Response - In anticipation of this request, Kentucky DAQ has dready limited the capacity factor for
fud ail on the 767 Boiler to less than 10%. Please see condition 1.c. on Page 4 of the permit.

. Practicd enforceghility - In order for the emission sandards in the permit to be practicably enforcegble,
they must include clearly specified averaging times that can serve as an enforcegble component to
determine compliance with the gpplicable sandards. The permit must be revised to include averaging
times for the applicable standards.

Response - Kentucky DAQ is reviewing its format and wording to insure clarity and we seek your
assigance in doing 0. In past permits, we have implicitly stated averaging time by specifying a
compliance demondration period. Wefdt that thiswas dso done in this permit. We will revise and
attempt to clarify.

. Compliance Demondration- The method that section B(1)1 specifies for demongtrating compliance
with the hourly hest input limits for boilers 703, 766, and 767 is unacceptable. According to this
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section of the permit, compliance with the hourly hegt input limits would be demongtrated on amonthly
basis (i.e,, by dividing the monthly hours of operation into the monthly heat input for each boiler). In
order to effectively limit the hourly heat input for the boilers, however, the permit must be revised to
change the averaging time for determining compliance from amonthly bassto an hourly basis. Thisis
an expecidly sgnificant issue for Boiler 766, snce thisboiler’s heet input limit (97 mmBTU/hr) isjust
barely below the NSPS Subpart Db gpplicability threshold of 100 mmBTU/hr. According to the
attached November 6, 1987, letter from Region 4 to the North Carolina Department of Natural
Resources and Community Development, owners and operators of boilers with rated heat input
capacities of between 90 mmBTU/hr and 100 mmBTU/hr should be required to monitor heet input on
an hourly basis. Furthermore, this letter indicates that in the event that the hourly heet input for such
boilers ever exceeds 100 mmBTU, the boilers would be considered subject to Subpart Db from the
date the 100 mmBTU heat input threshold was exceeded.

Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment with respect to the 766 Boiler and has
changed the permit to require Dow Corning to maintain hourly records of the hest input to the 766
Boailer. We do not concur with the need to maintain hourly records for the 703 and 767 boilers. Heet
capacity islimited for the 703 boiler because of a PSD permit, the 767 boiler because of a conditiond
magor permit. Recordsfor PSD purposes have away's been based on a 12-month rolling average, and
we fed that amonthly compliance intervd is appropriate for thisingtance. No changes have been made
for the 703 and 767 boilers.

9. Missng Applicable Requirement - Section B (3) Storage Tanks - Category 1 includes tanks 785 and
954. It isgtated that both these tanks are subject to 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Kb but not the operating
conditionsin that Subpart. This does not gppear consgstent with the regulation since tanks exempt from
the operating restrictions must be less the 21,000 galons, and these tanks are both greater than this
threshold.

Response - Subpart Kb gpplies to both these tanks and is listed as an gpplicable regulation for both
becausethey (i) have a capacity grester than 40 nt (10,568 gallons); (i) are used to store voldtile
organic liquids (VOL); and (iii) were congtructed after July 23, 1984.

However, atank subject to this regulation is not automatically subject to operating restrictions. The
operating restrictionsin Subpart Kb are based on a combination of capacity and true vapor pressure
(TVP). Nather of these 2 tanks fdl with range of combinations of storage capacity and TVP listed in
60.112b (a) and 60.112b (b) and are therefore, not subject to any of the operating restrictions in
Subpart Kb (internal or externd floating roof or closed vent system to control device).

The only requirement in this regulaion that appliesto these tanksis 60.116b (b) and this has been lised
in the permit (see page 12, Item 5. Specific Recor dkeeping Requirements).

10. Compliance Demongtration- Section B(8)1 states that the permittee shal record the occurrence and
duration of each incident when the hoppers are in operation but the baghouse is not.  This permit
condition needs to be reworded. If the processis operating and the baghouse is not, then thiswould
demongtrate noncompliance. The sameissueis germane to Section B(9)1 A-2 Process Area and
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11.

12.

13.

Section B(19)1 G-2 and G-10 Process Areas regarding the Compliance Demonsiration Method.

Response - Kentucky DAQ does not see the need to reword this condition. Under normal operating
conditions, the baghouse are dways in operation anytime the hoppers are in use. Therefore, as a
compliance demongtration method for this requirement, it is far more practica to record deviations
from the normal operating conditions rather than recording the occurrence of each norma operation.

Dow Corning can then rely on records of any deviations to certify compliance (or noncompliance)
with the requirement to have the baghouses operationd at dl times when the hoppersareinuse. We
welcome further discusson on this matter.

Alternate Operating Scenarios - Section B.22.¢, Paragraph 8- The gpproach taken in this permit term
is not acceptable.  As written, the specific operating conditions, monitoring requirements and
compliance certification requirements of the emissons cap would be gpproved off-permit. Such
conditions must be incorporated into the title V permit as specific permit terms. Paragraph 8 should
be removed, or the specific terms of the emissons cap (which has yet to be deemed approvable)
should be included as the dternate operating scenario.

Response - Paragraph 8 has been removed from the permit, snce KDAQ concurs that the approach
taken in its present form is unacceptable. The Group Requirements section for previous VOC
synthetic minor permits has been changed considerably to address U.S. EPA concerns.

Missng Emisson Units- It is unclear why the following previoudy identified (see addendum #1 to title
V Specidty Permit Application for Source A, dated October 9, 1995) HAP emission points are not
included on the list of Early Reductions emission points which start on page 73 of the draft permit: C
2.03, F15.01, F 15.02, F 15.03, F 17.01, LCP .01, and W .24.

Response - Dow has revised, not condtructed, and misidentified some emission points snce the time
of the October 9, 1995 submittal (W.24 is actudly W.23, eic). KDAQ has consulted with Dow
Corning and we bdieve the lig as it appears in the permit is the most current and accurate list of
emissions points covered under the Early Reductions program.

Missing Applicable Requirements - It is unclear why only 31 of the 62 identified early reduction
emisson points have specific monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements since some of
the emission points without specific requirements had proposed requirements in the application (e.g.
emission points B2.03, D1.03, D10.03, P10.01, and T10.01).

Response - All 74 Early Reduction emissons points are listed with specific requirements somewhere
in the permit. Part of the confuson may stem from the fact that many of the Early Reduction emisson
points are aso subject to other regulations (primarily NSPS VOC standards) and therefore, appear
in other parts of the permit where smilar emission units are grouped together. For example, D10.03
and D1.03 are both storage tanks and are listed along with other storage tanks in Section B (3)
Storage Tanks - Category 3 (Page 17) and Section B (3) Storage Tanks - Category 4 b. (Page
19) respectively. Similarly, T10.01, P10.01, and B2.03 are part of the Vent Header System and are
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listed with specific requirements under Section B (6) Vent Header System (Page 28).

However, Kentucky DAQ has reviewed the permit and concluded that al Early Reduction emission
points have specific requirements listed somewhere in the permit. Additiondly, atable has been added
to the Early Reductions section that lists all the HAP sources and the pages on which they appear.

General Comments

1.

Typographicd error - Page 4, section B(1)1., Compliance Demondration Methods, b. - The reference
to boiler 767 appearsto bein error. This condition appearsto apply to boilers 703 and 766.

Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment and the gppropriate change has been made
inthe permit.

Performance Tedting - Page 6, section B(1)3.a. - This condition states that performance testing shall
be conducted in the 12-month period immediately preceding the date of expiration of this permit. It
gppears that this condition will roll over to the next permit thus requiring testing every 5 years. We
agree with the Divison that testing every five years should be required and recommend that this be
clarified in the permit condition. We recommend the same for the permit condition in Section B(6)3.

Response - Kentucky DAQ did not intend the testing requirement to roll over to the next permit. The
Divison will examine the results obtained from the teting of the boilers required in this permit and shal
eva uate the need for testing in the next permit on a case-by-case basis for each boiler.

Given the importance of the T-10 Thermd Oxidizer Unit to the overdl control strategy of the plant,
smilar testing requirements during the term of the permit have been added to Section B(6)3.

Compliance Certification Requirements - Page 9, section B(1)10. should be clarified. The permit
dates that there are no requirements but this should not be confused with the over dl title V
certification requirements which require that the compliance status of every unit be verified at the end
of each year. This comment is germane to the Compliance Certification Reguirements section
contained under other emission unitsin the permit.

Response - KDAQ concurs with this comment and the possibility of confusion that exists as aresult
of the Compliance Certification Requirements at both the individua emission point level (Section B)
and the plantwide level (Section F.7). Since the time of release of this draft permit, KDAQ has
changed the slandard Title V' permit format to make the Compliance Certification Requirement &t the
individud emissions point level optiond, i.e, if there is no specific Compliance Certification
requirement for a pecific emisson point (Other than the overdl Title V certification), these items
maybe deleted for that point in Section B. Accordingly, wherever gpplicable in the permit, these
requirements have been removed to diminate confusion.

Alternaive NO, monitoring, Boiler 767 - In the attached letter dated April 21, 1997, Region 4
provided the Kentucky Department for Environmenta Protection with detailed information regarding
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Dow Corning's options with respect to the use of a predictive emisson monitoring system for
conducting theinitid NO, performance test on Boiler 767. Also attached are copies of two other
1997 determinations that Region 4 prepared regarding NO, parametric monitoring issues for Subpart
Db boilers. Someof the important issues addressed in the attached | etters are summarized below in
order to ensure that Dow Corning isfully aware of itsinitid testing options and obligetions for Boiler
767.
a. EPA approvd would be required if the company wants to demondrate compliance during theinitid
30-day test using data from any source other than a certified NO, monitor or reference method
teding.

Response - Dow Corning has conducted the initial 30-day test usng aNOx CEM.

b. Regardless of the data source used for theinitid compliance demondration, thefirst day of the 30-
day test must be completed no later 30 days after the boiler reaches maximum production or 180
days after initid startup, whichever comesfirg.

Response - Dow Corning has conducted the initia compliance demonstration within the stipulated
period

c. TheKentucky Department for Environmenta Protection does have the authority to approve the use
of aparametric emisson monitoring system that would be used for NO, excess emisson monitoring
following theinitid 30-day compliance test.

Response - While we are aware that we have the authority to approve the use of a parametric
monitoring system, Kentucky’s SIP requires both Kentucky DAQ and U.S. EPA approva of any
exemption from NSPS sandards. Kentucky DAQ will forward the results of theinitid compliance
test dong with a detalled parametric plan (if Dow gill wants to pursue one) to U.S. EPA. If both
agencies goprove of the plan, Dow may proceed with the use of parametric monitoring/predictive plan
instead of a CEM.

Specific Reporting Requirements - Page 8, section B(1)6. - Even though it is assumed that this
condition gpplies to boiler 767, we recommend that the permit condition specify the boiler that it
appliesto, asit's specified in other conditions throughout the permit.

Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment and the gppropriate change has been made
inthe permit.

Typographica error - Page 10, last paragraph - * For each furnace, the permittee shdl comply with...” |

Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment and the gppropriate change has been made
inthe permit.

Typographicd eror - Page 12, table - All the listed tanks gppear to be subject to the Early Reduction
Requirements, however, they are not all marked by an asterisk.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Response - Kentucky DAQ has re-examined the list of tanks and concluded that not al of the tanks
in this table are subject to Early Reductions requirements. Asindicated in the permit, ONLY those
points marked with an agterisk are subject to Early Reductions requirements.
Compliance Schedule - Page 30, section B(6)9. - The Permit Statement of Basis Sates that the Vent
header System was tested for compliancein 1991 and 1995. If thisis the case then why does section
B(6)9 require more testing to determine compliance? Has compliance been demondtrated to date?
We recommend that the testing data be evaluated to determine if periodic testing needs to be
performed.

Response - Testing on the Vent Header System in 1991 and 1995 was restricted to the T-10
Thermd Oxidizer Unit only. During the Title V review process, Kentucky DAQ made a determingtion
that the P-10 Absorption Unit is an integrd part of the T-10 system, and that the P-10/T-10isa
combined control system. Therefore, any testing for NSPS purposes must comprise of testing both
the T-10 and P-10 Units. Since the P-10 Unit has never been tested, the Title V permit includes a
requirement to test the P-10 Units (and the T-10 Unit) to determine compliance with the gpplicable
NSPS standards (Subparts NNN, RRR) and fulfill testing requirements.

Applicable Regulations - The statement of basis should list 40 CFR 63 Subpart G as an applicable
regulation.

Response - Dow Corning has eected to comply with 40 CFR 63 Subpart D (Early Reductions)
which specificaly defers gpplicability of any promulgated MACT standards for a period of 6 years.
Therefore, 40 CFR 63 Subpart G cannot be considered an applicable requirement at thistime. No
changes were made to the Statement of Basis as aresult of this comments.

Typographica error - Page 67, sections B(22) and B(23), first paragraph - “...emissions points that
were permitting permitted in the past...” |
Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment and the gppropriate change has been made
inthe permit.

Typographica error - Page 81, section B(25)2.a. - “...the permittee shal keep arecord...” |
Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment and the gppropriate change has been made
inthe permit.

Typographicd error - Page 83, section C.3., A-1 Process Area: (A1.03 & A1.06) - “Must vented
vent through...” |

Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs with this comment and the gppropriate change has been made
inthe permit.

Compliance Demondtration Method - Page 39, section B, Unit (9), A-2 process area, section 2(b)
contains unclear language. 1t sates that “the permittee shal determine compliance. . .” 1t would be
better to say, “compliance shdl be determined. . .” Also, it doesn't gppear that this type of language
has been used dsewhere in the permit by Kentucky, thus it appears inconsstent with the rest of the
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14.

permit.
Response - Kentucky DAQ concurs and has reworded this condition.

Previous Synthetic Minors - Page 67, Sections B.22 & B.23 - It isnot clear that the synthetic minor
permits C-88-068, C-89-015, and C-91-155 were not part of alarger phased construction project
requiring PSD review. If so, additional PSD terms may be required in the title V. permit.

Response - Kentucky DAQ bdievesthat the Title V permit is not the gppropriate venue to determine
if the PSD permitsissued in 1987 (C-87-059) to ingtal the U.01 (703) bailer, and the later doubling
of plant capacity with the Namex expansion (C-88-068) and the Waste water upgrade (C-89-015)
were dl part of a staged congruction. As the PSD expansion of boiler capacity and the synthetic
minor doubling of plant capacity with the Namex congtruction were reviewed by both the Divison and
Region 1V, wefed that it isingppropriate to use the Title V permitting processto review a 10 year old
decisons.
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1. SIGNIFICANT REVISION, LOG # 53629, 53447

COMMENTSON LOG # 53447

This application isto replace the L-2 Furnace which is an inggnificant activity. This replacement only
requires aminor revison, but this revison has been combined with the significant revison for log #
53629 and istherefore covered under the permit shield. Section C of the permit has been updated to
include the information for the new furnace and no other permit changes have been made pursuant to
this gpplication.

COMMENTSON LOG # 53629:

Thisapplication has 2 parts. Thefirg part isto permit the venting of materid in the 5900 tank (which has
previoudy been taken offsite) through Tank 954 to the 883 DPR Quench Vessd. Current operation is Tank
954 sending both its contents and vapors to the DPR Quench Vessel and the DPR Quench Vessd using
emission points W.24 (quench vessd vent to atmosphere) and W.10 (quench basin for reactor bottoms
open to amosphere). Processing 5900 materid in the DPR Quench Vessd through Tank 954 as proposed
will make Tank 954 fully subject to 40 CFR 60 Subpart Kb with closed vent system and control device
requirements, so avent line from the DPR Quench Vessd to the Vent Header System and control devices
will be constructed.

The second part of this project is replacing parts of the T-10 thermal oxidizer that is the primary control
device for the Vent Header System.

Summary of changesto the permit:
1. SectionB

a. KyEISID numbers were added to some emisson unit descriptions.

b. (3) Storage Tanks— Category 2 for Subpart Kb tanks
Tank 954 as vented through 883 DPR Quench Vessd is added to the table of affected facilities.
Subpart Kb permit conditions have been revised for clarity and consistency with (6) Vent Heeder
System. Permit conditions for the storage tanks are in this subsection, while the requirements for
control devicesarein (6) Vent Header System subsection.

c. (3) Storage Tanks— Category 4 for Early Reductions requirements for tanks
Tank 954 as vented through 883 DPR Quench Vessd is added to the table of affected facilities.

d. (4) Reactors
SOCMI Reactor NSPS (RRR) permit conditions have been revised for clarity.

e. (5) Distillation Columns— Category 1
SOCMI Didillation Unit NSPS (NNN) permit conditions have been revised for clarity and
condggtency with (6) Vent Header System. Permit conditions for the digtillation units are in this
subsection, while the requirements for control devices arein (6) Vent Header System subsection.

f. (6) Vent Header System
Parts of the T-10 therma oxidizer are being replaced with alarger unit as part of this gpplication
to handle the larger flowrate during processing of 5900 materid through the DPR Quench vessdl
and Vent Header System and to increase reliability. The description of the T-10 therma oxidizer
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was changed to reflect the new therma oxidizer components.

NSPS (Kb, NNN, RRR) permit conditions have been revised for clarity and consstency with the
affected facility subsections. Permit conditions for the control devices are in this subsection.
Permit conditions requiring performance testing of the T-10 therma oxidizer after replacement in
accordance with the NSPS requirements (40 CFR 60 Subparts NNN, RRR, Kb) have been
added.

References to the synthetic minor emission limitations are added in Emisson Limitations dong with
Compliance Demongtration Methods and Reporting.

The permit conditions for HCl and CL emission factors and cdculations have been revised to
incorporate and update KyEIS emission factors.

(22) Wastewater Quench and Filter Press Processed

Technica corrections were made to the emission point numbers listed in the conditions.
Compliance, monitoring, recordkeeping, and control device requirements were added for 5900
material being processed through 883 DPR Quench Vess.

. (23) Group Requirements 1 — Previous Synthetic Minors (VOC)

Since dl of the equipment affected by this project are ether existing equipment or replacements for
existing equipment, the Ste-wide cap on VOC emissions of 145 tpy gppliesto dl VOC emission
units affected by this project. A satement that the VOC limit applies not only to the listed
equipment but aso to al unlisted equipment venting to any lited emisson unit in Section B (23)
Group Requirements 1 — Previous Synthetic Minors (VOC) has been added to the permit.
The semiannud reports has been changed from separate reports submitted by listed datesto being
induded as part of the ssmiannua monitoring report required in Generd Condition F. 5. in Section
F —Monitoring, Recor dkeeping, and Reporting Requir ements.

(24) Group Requirements 2 — Previous Synthetic Minors (PM 1)

The T-10 thermd oxidizer is asource of particulate emissons and was congructed as part C-88-
068, (Namex Expansion) issued April 28, 1988. The therma oxidizer has been added as a
particul ate emisson source and compliance, monitoring, and recordkegping permit conditions have
been added in Section B (24) Group Requirements 2 — Previous Synthetic Minors (PM y).
The KyEISwill be updated to included these particulate emissions.

The semiannud reports has been changed from separate reports submitted by listed dates to being
induded as part of the ssemiannua monitoring report required in Generd Condition F. 5. in Section
F —Monitoring, Recor dkeeping, and Reporting Requir ements.

(26) Group Requirements 4 — Early Reductions Requirements

Since dl of the equipment affected by this project are ather existing equipment or replacements for
exigting equipment, the Early Reductions requirements gpply to al HAP emission units affected by
this project. A statement that the Early Reductions requirements gpply not only to the listed
equipment but aso to dl unlisted equipment venting to any listed emission unit in Section B (26)
Group Requirements 4 — Early Reductions Requirements has been added to the permit.
The semiannud reports has been changed from separate reports submitted by listed dates to being
induded as part of the ssemiannua monitoring report required in Generd Condition F. 5. in Section
F —Monitoring, Recor dkeeping, and Reporting Requirements.



Applicable Regulations:

The only change to applicable regulationsis that 40 CFR 60 Subpart Kb now fully appliesto Tank 954
when it contains 5900 materid. The Vent Header System and control devices are used to comply with this
regulation.

Cites to the gtate regulations in the revised subsections in Section B have been updated to conform with
recent changes made to the organization of current Sate regulations.

Source-specific proposals:

Emission and Operating Caps Description:

See h,, i., and j. of Summary of Permit Changes above for changes to the Synthetic Minors (VOC),
Synthetic Minors (PM1), and Early Reductions Emission Cap.

PusLic AND U.S. EPA ReviEW:

On May 16, 2001, the public notice on avallability of the draft permit and supporting materid for comments
by persons affected by the plant was published in The News-Democrat, the newspaper of largest circulation
in Carroll County. The public comment period expired 30 days from the date of publication. During this
time, the only comments received were from Dow Corning in aletter dated June 8, 2001. The divison’s
response to these comments is included in Attachment 11.A. to this section. As aresult of the comments
received from Dow Corning, there are only insignificant changes in the proposed permit from the draft

permit.

The proposed permit and dl supporting materids were made avallableto U.S. EPA, Region IV for review.

The 45-day EPA review period begins on the date on the front of this document. The proposed permit
shdl become the find permit unless the U.S. EPA files an objection pursuant to Regulaion 401 KAR
52:100, Section 10.



ATTACHMENT I.B.
RESPONSE TO DOW CORNING COMMENTS

DOW CORNING COMMENTS, TITLEV DRAFT PERMIT

A. On thePermit Statement Of Basis
On page 1, hydrochloric acid islisted as one of three primary raw materiads. Hydrochloric acid should
be replaced with “methyl chloride’. Hydrochloric acid is an intermediate reactant.
DAQ response: Hydrochloric acid is a raw material so it will remain in the list. Methyl
chloride has been added to the list sinceit is also purchased as a raw material.

B. On the Draft Revised Permit

1. Onthetitle page, there are 2 SIC codes listed: 2821 and 2869. 2821 does not apply to the Dow
Corning Carrollton ste. Indugtria production of both MeCl and silicones falls under SIC code 2869.
DAQ response: 2821 has been removed from the title page and the cover page of the permit
package.

2. Thedate of congtruction for the new T10 unit on page 28 currently reads 2001 (anticipated)”. The
timeline for this congtruction project has recently changes. This should now reed, “mid-2001 to mid-
2002.”

DAQ response: Thisis descriptive only and does not need to be changed.



I11. MINOR REVISION, LOG # 53465

COMMENTSON LOG # 53465:

This project replaces the existing Spent Bed Quench Process permitted as emission point W.22 with a
new Spent Bed Process permitted as W.25 and W.26. W.25 is T6201 tank, 6222 quench mixer, and
6223 pug mill. W.26 is the 6223 extruder.

Summary of changesto the permit:
2. Section B
a. KyEISID numbers were added to some emisson unit descriptions.
b. (22) Wastewater Quench and Filter Press Processed
Technica corrections were made to the emission point numbers listed in the conditions.
W.25 and W.26 were added to each condition that lists W.22.
c. (23) Group Requirements 1 — Previous Synthetic Minors (VOC)
Since dl of the equipment affected by this project are ather existing equipment or replacements for
existing equipment, the ste-wide cap on VOC emissions of 145 tpy gppliesto dl VOC emission
units affected by this project.
W.25 and W.26 were added to the list of affected equipment.
d. (26) Group Requirements4 — Early Reductions Requirements
Since dl of the equipment affected by this project are ether existing equipment or replacements for
exigting equipment, the Early Reductions requirements gpply to al HAP emission units affected by
this project.
W.25 and W.26 were added to the list of affected equipment.

PusLic AND U.S. EPA REeviEW:

Public review is not required for aminor revison.

The proposed minor revison and al supporting materid were made avalableto U.S. EPA, Region IV for
review. The 45-day EPA review period begins on the date on the front of this document. The proposed

permit shal become the find permit unlessthe U.S. EPA files an objection pursuant to Regulation 401 KAR
52:100, Section 10.



